are more likely than married mothers to qualify for public support. Future funding of welfare programs could thus be reduced, and this in turn could further reduce nonmarital childbearing. This reasoning, which reflects a convergence of interest among moral and economic conservatives, is rooted in the assumption that there is a causal relationship between nonmarital childbearing and the availability of welfare-an assumption made despite mixed empirical evidence. 6 The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 defined the "illegitimacy ratio" as the ratio between the number of nonmarital births in the two most recent years to the number in the two previous years. 7 However, technical corrections to the law enacted in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 subsequently changed the formula of the ratio. 8 The computation was redefined as the number of nonmarital births to residents in a state divided by the number of all births to residents in the state in the most recent two years, compared with the same calculation for the prior two years. The law established the years 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002 as the fiscal years in which the bonus will be paid. To receive the bonus, eligible states must show a decline in the ratio of abortions to live births.
Concerns over the Bonus
Putting aside the issue of whether one can-or should want to-legislate a reduction in nonmarital births, we argue that the "illegitimacy bonus" is not a good policy because the provision is significantly flawed in the measurement of its explicitly stated goals, in the lack of program and policy guidelines for states and in the lack of accurate state data. Although these problems may affect other legislation as well, we contend that they were exacerbated in this case by the highly controversial nature of the legislation. I n 1994, one-third of all births in the United States occurred outside of marriage, and the rate of nonmarital childbearing was rising among women of all reproductive ages. 1 The role of welfare in this trend was at issue during the debates on welfare reform occurring at that time. Some commentators viewed welfare payments as the principal factor encouraging nonmarital childbearing and asserted that states could readily discourage such behavior with financial disincentives. 2 In contrast, others linked nonmarital childbearing to poverty and social disadvantage, and recommended welfare reforms-government-subsidized child care, health care and job training-that might help to alleviate these conditions. 3 When the new welfare law, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, was enacted, it contained a provision entitled the "Bonus to Reward a Decrease in Illegitimacy." This provision, which reflected the first perspective, was included to encourage states to reduce the number of pregnancies among unmarried women, especially teenagers. 4 Specifically, the law offers a $20 million incentive, to be awarded annually for four years, to each of the five states that experience the largest declines in the "illegitimacy ratio"* and have a lower ratio of abortions to live births than they did in 1995. If fewer than five states qualify, the bonus would rise to $25 million each. 
The New Welfare Law
Proponents of the bonus expect it to reduce the prevalence of nonmarital childbearing and therefore lower the welfare caseload, given that unmarried mothers
Problems in Measuring Goals
Not all the explicit goals of the provision are reflected in the measurement that determines whether a state is eligible for the bonus. The goals of providing a bonus for a decrease in the "illegitimacy ratio" are "to prevent and reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock pregnancies, with special emphasis on teenage pregnancies, and establish numerical goals for reducing the illegitimacy ratio of the State." 10 The provision encourages states to target teenage pregnancies, but there is no attempt to specifically measure or provide incentives for any reduction in the number of births to teenage women. And although the provision is part of welfare reform legislation, it applies to nonmarital births to all women, not just those to women receiving welfare. Further, the law denies a state the bonus if their rate of abortion increases, even if the rise is based primarily or solely on increases in abortions among women who are not receiving welfare.
The redefinition of the "illegitimacy ratio" contained in the technical corrections is problematic. This measure of change in the number of nonmarital births will be affected by changes in the number of marital births. States in which nonmarital births remain stable could receive the bonus if marital births increase, thus lowering their "illegitimacy ratio."
Moreover, if a state experiences a change in the population of unmarried women of childbearing age, the "illegitimacy ratio" could change arbitrarily without any policy intervention. In fact, Ventura and col-COMMENT *Although the term "out-of-wedlock childbearing" was substituted for "illegitimacy"-a more stigmatizing term-in the final text of the legislation, "illegitimacy" remained in the title of the provision and the "illegitimacy ratio" was used to designate a demographic ratio relating to nonmarital childbearing. leagues predict that the number of teenage women will soon increase and the number of women in their 30s will decrease, raising the proportion of unmarried women in the population. 11 Therefore, the number of nonmarital births is likely to grow simply as a result of changes in the age structure.
Imprecise Legislative Language
To receive the bonus, eligible states must show a decline in their ratio of abortions to live births. Although the law specifies that nonmarital births are to be calculated for residents of each state, it does not require abortion data to be based on the number of state residents who obtained abortions. A policy analysis from The Alan Guttmacher Institute (AGI) raises concerns about either counting the number of abortions performed in a state or counting only the number of state residents who have abortions in the state. 12 The analysis suggests that if the policy intends to count all abortions obtained in a given state, rates may be inflated by the policies of neighboring states that are designed to limit access to abortion services, thereby forcing women to cross state lines to terminate a pregnancy. Basing the calculation on the number of abortions obtained by state of residency, on the other hand, is problematic because the quality of state information on the residence of women who obtain abortions is unsatisfactory. In 1994, 10 states did not obtain any information on the residency of women obtaining abortions. For states that do collect information on residency, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimate the percentage of abortions obtained by out-of-state residents based on women whose residence was known. The estimated proportion of abortions provided to nonresidents in 1994 ranges from about 50% in the District of Columbia to about 2% in New Jersey. 13 The Administration for Children and Families of the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) recently released regulations for the "Bonus to Reward a Decrease in Illegitimacy." 14 Under the final regulations, only states deemed "potentially eligible" based on their illegitimacy ratio will need to submit abortion data. The regulations allow states the option of submitting either data on the total number of abortions or data on abortions to residents of their state, as long as the measure is consistent across the two years under consideration. The regulations encourage (but do not require) states to report data on the number of abortions provided to their own residents, because this measure is more representative of state policies that might affect the aboridents, all out-of-state abortions will go uncounted for the purposes of this provision.
Moreover, the ratio of abortions to live births is affected by the number of births as well as by the number of abortions. tion rate. The result of this flexibility is that states may be able to choose which data to submit when one measure but not the other shows a decline in abortions. Further, if a state submits abortion data only for state res- 
No Guidelines or Accountability
The law does not provide states with any guidelines on how they should attempt to reduce the number of nonmarital pregnancies and births, to all women or to teenagers, nor does it hold states to any standards of accountability. In fact, legislators specifically intended to provide states with this "flexibility" and to impose no "unfunded mandates" on states.
In addition, the law provides no safeguards for the people this may affect. Insofar as the completeness of state abortion reporting depends on the amount of effort exerted by state agencies responsible for health statistics, it could be argued that the bonus establishes an incentive to reduce these efforts.* And by encouraging states to experiment with new ways of reducing nonmarital childbearing without guidelines and accountability, the federal government may be rewarding states for ineffective and potentially harmful state policies.
The law does require states to submit a plan to the Secretary of Health and Human Services that contains an outline of the state's "Family Assistance Program," which includes establishing goals and taking action to reduce nonmarital pregnancies (especially to adolescents) and establishing "numerical goals for reducing the illegitimacy ratio." 15 But this directive is not sufficient to ensure that states receiving the bonus will not use the bonus to justify ineffective or potentially harmful policies.
Nonmarital childbearing can be reduced only through increases in marriage, abstinence, † use of contraceptive methods or recourse to abortion.
Consequently, even when the number of abortions declines, the ratio may increase if there is a decline in the number of births that more than compensates for the abortion decline.
States could attempt to influence these behaviors in several ways. Because an increase in abortions would disqualify an eligible state from receiving the bonus, however, improving access to abortion services is not an option that states seeking the bonus will want to pursue.
A decrease in access to services has already been occurring, along with a decline in the abortion rate. Matthews and colleagues link the two trends, estimating that reduced access to abortion accounted for about 24-30% of the 5% decline in abortion rates between 1988 and 1992, and that the reduced number of women in their late teens accounted for much of the remaining decline. 16 Although reductions in access to abortion services are likely to continue in any case, the provision gives states an incentive to encourage the trend.
Reliance on Inaccurate Data
Finally, the data necessary to determine eligibility for the bonus are, in many states, inconsistent and inaccurate. The National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS) and its Centers for Disease Control and Prevention obtain information of varying completeness from states regarding the number of nonmarital births and the number of abortions that occur in each state. In some cases, these numbers are estimated or inferred, with differing degrees of success.
Although bonus. The law does specify that any improvement in data collection shall be disregarded when determining a state's eligibility for the bonus. However, as others have noted, "the method of factoring out those changes is unclear. Given this incentive structure, states are unlikely to attempt to improve their data collection procedures."
22 Texas* and Michigan, however, women are considered married if paternity is acknowledged at the time of birth. Since married women today often choose to retain their maiden name, states that designate births as nonmarital based on parental surnames overstate the number of nonmarital births. These measurement issues can have a significant impact on the official number of nonmarital births. In 1995, for example, California implemented a new reporting method (still based on surnames) for marital status that substantially decreased its nonmarital birthrate; because it is a large state, this change in reporting accounted for almost two-thirds of the 3% decline in nonmarital births in the United States. 18 Nonmarital births also have been understated in states that use paternity establishment as a basis for determining marital status. For example, Michigan reported 36,326 nonmarital births to NCHS in 1993, a number 26% below the number of nonmarital births that included births with paternity affidavits. 19 The quality of state abortion statistics also varies greatly. Abortion data from CDC will ultimately be used to determine a state's eligibility for the"illegitimacy ratio" bonus. In all states except five, abortion data are reported to CDC by the central health agencies of each state. In Alaska, Iowa, New Hampshire and Oklahoma, abortion data are reported directly to CDC by hospitals and other medical facilities in the state; the number of abortions in California is indirectly estimated by CDC. 20 Further, among the states that report abortion statistics to CDC, some report 35-50% fewer abortions than AGI finds in its survey of state abortion providers. 21 Overall, CDC reports 17% fewer abortions than are reported in AGI provider surveys. However, as Table 1 (page 143) illustrates, the differences in rates of abortion between AGI and CDC vary significantly across states. Although CDC abortion rates are almost always lower than AGI rates, in some cases the opposite is true. Table 1 shows that AGI found increases in abortions between 1991 and 1992 in seven states where CDC found decreases, and that AGI found decreases in five states where CDC found increases. Most likely, any improvement that states make in reporting procedures will make their reported abortion rate increase, potentially making them ineligible for the
Retrospective Illustration
How likely is it that any states will be eligible for the "illegitimacy bonus"? Since the actual "winners" (if any) will be based on data for 1994-2000, at best we can consider which states would have been recipients if the law had been in place during the years 1992-1995, the most recent years for which data were available at the Ratio of abortions to live births,1992, 1993, 1994 and 1995, and The most recent data available on the number of abortions provided in states is for 1995. Abortion data for 1995 are the benchmark with which state changes in abortions will be compared for bonus eligibility. So, using a comparison of the ratio of abortions to live births in each state for 1994 and 1995, we found that all five states that reported a reduction in the "illegitimacy ratio" also showed a reduction in the ratio of abortions to live births (Table 3 , page 145). Because five states were eligible for the bonus in this example, bonuses of $20 million would have been awarded to each.
An examination of the accuracy of data on nonmarital births and abortions and of any other informative trends peculiar to these five states reveals that the data on marital status and abortions in Georgia, Massachusetts, Montana and North Carolina present no unusual problems. All four ask the marital status of mothers on the child's birth certificate and provide information on the number of abortions to CDC. Intertime this article was written.
We use data from the NCHS for 1992-1995 and calculate the "illegitimacy ratio" for each state by taking the sum of the number of nonmarital births for 1992 and estingly, however, Georgia would have been awarded the bonus despite an increase in the absolute number of nonmarital births in the state. The state experienced an increase from 78,500 nonmarital births for the period 1992-1993 to 78,903 nonmarital births for the period 1994-1995, but because the increase in all births in the state was larger, the "illegitimacy ratio" showed a decline.
CDC abortion surveillance summaries show that the decrease in the number of abortions between 1994 and 1995 in Georgia, Massachusetts, Montana and North Carolina followed national trends. 23 Most abortions in these states were among 20-24-year-old women. The proportion of abortions to women who resided out-ofstate ranged from 6% in Massachusetts to 17% in Montana. However, the marital status of women who obtained abortions in these states in 1995 was reported only for Georgia and Montana. About 18% of abortions in 1994-1995 in both of these states were to married women, a proportion similar to the national average.
In contrast, California presents numerous problems. First, California's birth certificate does not include a direct question on the marital status of the mother. Therefore, marital status is inferred from the last names of the parents and child.
* Second, California does not report the number of abortions obtained in the state to CDC, so CDC estimates the number of abortions obtained in the state based on national trends and demographic information. Therefore, while Georgia, Massachusetts, Montana and North Carolina would have "justifiably" won the bonus, other states might have objected to California's bonus because of its unreliable data. The District of Columbia, for example, experienced a very slight increase in its "illegitimacy ratio" (0.02%, as shown in Table 2 ) and a decline in the ratio of abortions to live births (Table  3) . If it had used last names to estimate the number of nonmarital births rather than a direct question on marital status on the birth certificate, the District of Columbia might have been eligible to receive a bonus.
If we instead compute the "illegitimacy ratio" using 1991-1994 data, the picture changes. In this period, Utah and Virginia showed a reduction in their "illegitimacy ratio" from 1991-1992 to 1993-1994 (Table   146 Family Planning Perspectives
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